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and adapt to the neighbourhood – a neighbourhood which, save for New Zealand, is 
completely non-Western. … 
Now that Australia is front and centre in the fastest growing part of the world as never before, 
our future has to amount to more than simply managing alliances. Effective at that as we have 
been in the past, we are now compelled to be more relevant to the dynamic region around us. 
This must mean that our opportunities to exercise independence and independence of action 
will be greater than they have ever been. 
Not to measure up to this challenge would be to run the risk of being seen as a derivative 
power, perpetually in search of a strategic guarantor, a Western outpost, seemingly unable to 
confidently make its own way in the world. Surely we have reached the point where we have 
to turn away from that scenario, recognise the realities of our geography and strike out on our 
own. [The full text of the speech, 'Asia in the New Order: Australia’s Diminishing Sphere of 
Influence', can be downloaded by clicking on the title.] 
Not surprisingly, Keating’s successor as prime minister, John Howard (Prime Minister, 1996-
2007), was quick to dismiss the speech as ‘fatuous’ and ‘juvenile’ (for details, see here). 
Nonetheless, Keating’s observations on ‘the big stroke business’ and Australia as ‘a 
derivative power’ are inescapably relevant both to the ambient as well as the strategic context 
of the government White Paper and its aspirational policies for the country. For some 
thinkers, Australia’s ‘strategic ambiguity’ in the region will become increasingly 
problematic; for others the balancing act is now part of the national DNA. Regardless, in the 
bright dawn of the Asian century Paul Keating (like Stephen FitzGerald, Hugh White and 
others) admonishes us to ponder the deeper implications of the boast that Australia is ‘in the 
right place at the right time’. 
As we consider the new official mantra that the ‘tyranny of distance becomes the power of 
proximity’, we should also be mindful of the under-debated and ill-considered tyrannies that 
proximity may well impose. 
The following essays are responses to the White Paper written by colleagues in the Australian 
Centre on China in the World. They are organised alphabetically by surname. Elisa Nesossi 
and I are grateful to our colleague Gloria Davies for her editorial work on this material.—
Geremie R. Barmé 
________________ 
 Sue Chen, ‘A Question of Taiwan’ 
 Gloria Davies, ‘Benevolent Knowledge?’ 
 Paul Farrelly, ‘Serious Comic’ 
 Jane Golley, ‘Cruise and Snooze’ or ‘Strive and Thrive’: Take your pick 
 Elisa Nesossi, ‘Selling Asia to Australian Consumers’ 
 Luigi Tomba, ‘Catching Up’ 
 Sue Trevaskes, ‘The White Paper and Asian Studies’ 
 Yayun Zhu, ‘The Call of Australia’ 
________________ 
A Question of Taiwan 
Sue Chen 
In ‘Australia’s Asia’, David Brophy raises the important issue of Taiwan’s absence from the 
Australia in the Asian Century White Paper’s definitions of Asia and asks if this was because 
the authors wanted ‘to keep Beijing happy’.[1] In 2011, Taiwan was Australia’s sixth-largest 
merchandise export market and its fourteenth-largest source of merchandise imports yet it is 
included in only three of the eight definitions of ‘Asia’ in the White Paper’s glossary. In the 
main text, Taiwan is mostly mentioned in the context of economics and is cited, along with 
South Korea, Japan and Singapore, as an Asian economy which has ‘successively 
industrialised’. Taiwan is also referred to as a ‘mature industrial’ economy (pp.44; 69), a 
‘high-income’ economy (pp.38; 276), an ‘advanced Asian’ economy (p.45), a ‘population-
dense’ economy (p.31) and an ‘East Asian’ economy (p.34). We can only speculate why the 
authors of the White Paper chose to define Taiwan in these terms, but it is clear that focusing 
on the economy deflects from ongoing political tensions between Taiwan and the People’s 
Republic of China. 
However, there are two instances in the White Paper where Taiwan is considered a country. 
First, when comparing ‘Australia’s reliance on Asian tourism’ with ‘most Asian countries’, 
the White Paper includes Taiwan among the six countries with a high percentage of Asian 
tourists (p.97). Second, in the section on working holiday maker program agreements, 
Taiwan is listed as one of the ‘partner countries’ (p.264). In ‘Table 3-5: Current WHM 
Program visa arrangements and year commenced’ of the Department of Immigration and 
Citizenship’s Population Flows: Immigration Aspects 2010-11 Edition booklet, Taiwan is 
also considered a country. According to this table, from 2010-2011, Australia issued 13,809 
working holiday visas to Taiwanese passport holders (a 35.7 percent increase compared to 
2009-2010), making Taiwan the second largest recipient of Australian working holiday visas 
among Asian partner countries (behind South Korea) and sixth overall, behind Britain, 
Ireland, France and Germany.[3] In contrast, only 128 Australians were issued with working 
holiday permits to Taiwan.[4] These statistics suggest that although the Australian 
government hopes to foster cultural exchange through the working holiday maker program 
and provide young Australians with more opportunities to work and study in Asia, the two-
way exchange is far from balanced. 
Despite Taiwan’s near disappearance in the White Paper’s definitions of ‘Asia’, the 
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade considered it important enough to warrant a entry 
on their ‘Australia in the Asian Century Country and Regional Profiles’ page, which is linked 
to the Australia in the Asian Century website. In addition to Taiwan, information is provided 
for Bangladesh, Bhutan, Brunei, Cambodia, China, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, 
Timor-Leste, Hong Kong, India, Indonesia, Japan, Laos, Macau, Malaysia, Maldives, 
Mongolia, Myanmar, Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines, Republic of Korea, Singapore, Sri Lanka, 
Thailand and Vietnam. Curiously, however, Afghanistan, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, New Zealand, Tajikistan, Tibet, Turkmenistan and 
Uzbekistan, countries included in the definitions of ‘Asia’ in the White Paper, are left out. 
Just how the Australian government defines its ‘Asia’ and its vision remains enigmatic. 
Sue Chen is a Post-doctoral Fellow in the Australian Centre on China in the World 
Notes: 
[1] David Brophy, ‘Australia’s Asia’, The China Story Journal, 31 October 2012. 
[2] Australian Government Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, ‘Taiwan Brief’. 
[3] Department of Immigration and Citizenship, ‘Population Flows: Immigration Aspects 
2010-11 Edition’. 





The idea of ‘Australia in the Asian Century’ while coherent offers little pragmatic 
application. This is because the geographical names, ‘Australia’ and ‘Asia,’ ultimately project 
an ‘us’ and a ‘them’ which bears no relation to how the world actually works today. 
In the present age of instantaneous digital communications and voluminous global flows of 
capital, goods, information and people, national borders are highly porous, notoriously 
difficult and expensive to police. Hence they are a cause of constant and acute anxiety for 
those whose task is to protect them. The purpose of the White Paper is to provide ‘a roadmap 
for the whole of Australia – governments, business, unions, and the broader community’ with 
the goal of ‘securing Australia as a more prosperous and resilient nation that is fully part of 
our region and open to the world.’ In other words, Australia stands for an ‘us’, nervously 
contemplating our fortunate lives and future prospects in a world of ‘thems’, friendly or 
hostile or both, contingent on calculations bearing on differing circumstances. 
The White Paper presents a battle plan for defending ‘our’ – that is, ‘Australia’s’ – current 
advantages as a land of plenty. It is perhaps no accident that the publication of the White 
Paper coincided with the Labor government’s move to excise the Australian mainland from 
the ‘migration zone’ (see the Editor’s introduction to David Brophy’s ‘Australia’s Asia’). In 
this totally-out-of-all-proportion response of an insecure government seeking to appear strong 
on the question of asylum seekers, the real question being asked is what might happen to our 
land of plenty if we keep on indiscriminately accommodating the uninvited poor and needful. 
A similar logic shapes the White Paper whose central message seems to be that only an 
informed self-interested eclecticism can, as it were, save ‘us’ from the ‘thems’ perceived to 
pose a threat to our future well-being. 
My colleague David Brophy has helpfully highlighted the confusions of ‘Asia’ charted in the 
White Paper. When reading through the lists of geographical names in the flexible definitions 
of Asia, I couldn’t help but think of Jorge Luis Borges’ outrageous faux-Chinese invention, 
The Celestial Emporium of Benevolent Knowledge. It is a work later made famous by Michel 
Foucault’s use of it in The Order of Things where he employs it to exemplify the fragile 
dependence of classifications on the ‘mute ground’ which sustains their logic.[1] 
The countries in Australia in the Asian Century make sense in a manner not unlike the 
animals of Borges’ Celestial Emporium. For, in the White Paper, countries are divided into: 
a) those with enormous benefits for the Australian economy; b/1) those with enormous 
benefits for the Australian economy yet which present political difficulties; b/2) those with 
good benefits for the Australian economy that may or may not have difficult relations with a) 
or b/1); c) those of little benefit to the Australian economy yet which present political 
